BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. E-100, SUB 141

In the Matter of: ) [PUBLIC] . D
2014 Smart Grid Technology ) COMMESFr} .. &
Plans -
; v ) L J
o iNte

COMMENTS OF NCSEA AND EDF =& U
Pursuant to Rule R8-60.1(d), the North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association
("NCSEA”) and the Environmental Defense Fund (“EDF”) jointly submit the following

comments on the smart grid technology plans (“SGT plans™) submitted pursuant to

Rule R8-60.1(b) by Duke Energy Carolinas, LL.C, Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (“DEC” and
“DEP” respectively, or “Duke” collectively), and Dominion North Carolina Power
(“DNCP”).

INTRODUCTION

It is undisputed that smart grid technologies offer numerous benefits to customers.
As recognized by the Commission,

advanced technologies under the smart grid umbrella have tremendous
potential to improve service to electric customers. Such technologies
promise greater reliability, more effective system operations, better
customer information and improved planning. Some smart grid technology
could provide the foundation for more effective and expanded EE and DSM
programs by controlling appliances so that they use energy more effectively
and by educating customers about their energy use. Some smart grid
technologies will be needed to address the increased use of electric vehicles
in the future.!

! Order Declining to Adopt Federal Standards, pp. 20-21, Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 123 (18 December 2009).



Attached are letters from PlotWatt, a company based in Durham, and Mission:data, a
national organization whose members include EnerNOC, Lucid, Nest, and PlotWatt.2 Both
sec opportunities for customer savings that will become available as smart grid
technologies are planned and deployed. As the two letters show, businesses based in North
Carolina and national organizations dispute some of the assertions contained in the SGT
plans filed by the utilities. As discussed further below, the utilities are familiar with filing
plans for. the implementation of smart grid technologies with regulatory bodies;
subsidiaries of Duke Energy Corporation (“Duke Energy™) have filed robust plans with
regulators in Indiana and Ohio.®> Given that North Carolina is the home state of Duke
Energy, it would be reasonable to assume that the SGT plans filed by DEC and DEP would
be Duke Energy’s most robust plans. However, the SGT plans filed by Duke Energy’s
North Carolina operating companies are not its most robust plans; rather, as to content, the
plans fail to comply with the rules established by the Commission and are therefore

deficient.

2 See generally, Exhibit A (Letter from Luke Fishback, Chief Executive Officer and
Founder, PlotWatt, Inc., to Chairman Edward S. Finley, Jr., Commissioner Don M. Bailey,
Commissioner Bryan E. Beatty, Commissioner ToNola D. Brown-Bland, Commissioner
Jerry C. Dockham, Commissioner Susan Warren Rabon, and Commissioner James G.
Patterson, North Carolina Utilities Commission (9 January 2015)}; Exhibit B (Letter from
Jim Hawley and Michael Murray, The Mission:data Coalition, Inc., to Chairman Edward
S. Finley, Jr., Commissioner Don M. Bailey, Commissioner Bryan E. Bealtty,
Commissioner ToNola D. Brown-Bland, Commissioner Jerry C. Dockham, Commissioner
Susan Warren Rabon, and Commissioner James G. Patterson, North Carolina Utilities
Commission (9 January 2015}))

3 See generally, Exhibit C (Direct Testimony of Russell Lee Alkins, Exhibit B-1, Indiana
Utility Regulatory Commission Cause No. 44526 (29 August 2014), available at
https://myweb.in.gov/[URC/eds/Modules/Ecms/Cases/Docketed_Cases/ViewDocument.a
spx?DocID=0900b631801bcabl); Exhibit D (Direct Testimony of Christopher D.
Kiergan, Attachment CDK-1, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Case No. 08-920-EL-
SS0 (31 July 2008), available at
http://dis.puc.state.oh.us/Tiff ToPD{/A1001001 AO8G3 1B72845E38927.pdf).
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NCSEA’s and EDF’s joint comments arc arranged as follows: First, NCSEA and
EDF set forth thetr argument that the SGT plans filed by the utilities are deficient because
they fail to provide adequate information on customer access to their energy consumption
data, fail to provide cost-benefit analyses, and fail to provide adequate technology
descriptions. Second, NCSEA and EDF request relief from the Commission, including
requiring the utilities to file supplemental information to fully comply with the provisions
of Rule R8-60.1 or hold a hearing on the adequacy of the SGT plans filed by the utilities
and to initiate rulemaking to adopt clear data access policies.

ARGUMENT

The SGT plans filed by the utilities are facially deficient and fail to comply with
Rule R8-60.1. Perhaps more importantly, the SGT plans filed by the utilities fail to provide
enough information to inform the Commission as to whether the utilities are taking the
steps necessary to enable customers to reap the benefits that smart grid technologies are
capable of providing.

L REQUIREMENTS OF RULE R8§-60.1.

Rule R8-60.1(c)(7) directs the utilities to include in their SGT plans “fa]
description, if applicable, of how the utility intends the technology to transfer information
between it and the customer while maintaining the security of that information.”
Subdivision (8) further directs the utilities to include “[a] description, if applicable, of how
third parties will implement or utilize any portion of the technology, including transfers of
customer-specific information from the utility to third parties, and how customers will
authorize that information for release by the utility to third parties.” Rule R8-60.1(c){4)

directs the utilities to include in their SGT plans “[c]ost-benefit analyses for installations
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that are planned to begin within the next five years, including an explanation of the
methodology and inputs used to perform the cost-benefit analyses.” Rule R8-60.1(c)(1)
directs the utilities to include “[a] description of the technology for which installation is
scheduled to begin in the next five years, including the goal and objective of that
technology, options for ensuring interoperability of the technology with different
technologies and the legacy system, and the life of the technology.”

Il. THE SGT PLANS FILED BY THE UTILITIES FAIL TO
ADEQUATELY ADDRESS ISSUES RELATED TO CUSTOMER
ACCESS TO THEIR ENERGY CONSUMPTION DATA, AS
REQUIRED BY RULE R8-60.1(c)(7) AND (8) AND AS DIRECTED
IN COMMISSION DOCKET NO. E-100, SUB 137.

In response to the directives concerning how the utilities will transfer information
between themselves and customers and how third parties will implement or utilize any
portion of the technology, the utilities all failed to provide sufficient information. DEC
states that its “AMI deployments in the Carolinas provide customers with previous day
energy usage data,” but fails to explain how customers access their data and the format in
which data is provided to customers.* DEP notes that it collects data, but its filed SGT
plan fails to even say if such data is accessible to customers.” DNCP states that
“[c]ustomers may obtain their own usage information[,]” but its filed SGT plan fails to

explain how customers may do so0.% In short, none of the SGT plans filed by the utilities

4 DEC and DEP 2014 Smart Grid Technology Plans, p. 34, Commission Docket No. E-
100, Sub 141 (1 October 2014) (hereinafter “DEC 2014 SGT Plan”).

5 “The meters are read every 4 hours to collect new data, and the data is stored in an
operational database on the Duke network until it is transmitted to the customer billing
system for billing.” DEC and DEP 2014 Smart Grid Technology Plans, p. 28, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 141 (1 October 2014) (hereinafter “DEP 2014 SGT Plan”).

& DNCP's Smart Grid Technology Plan, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 141 (1
October 2014) (hereinafter “DNCP 2014 SGT Plan”).
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address “how the utility intends the technology to transfer information between [the utility]
and the consumer[.]"”’

Duke provides no response to Rule R8-60.1(c)(8), instead stating that “[n]o third-
parties currently utilize any of the planned technologies, nor is customer information shared
with any third-parties.”® However, Duke’s response, or lack thereof, is problematic for
four main reasons:

First, the Commission indicated that it expects the utilities to include information
about what customer usage data is being collected and how it will be accessed by customers
and third parties. In addressing issues of what energy consumption data is being collected
by the utilities and how customers access this data, the Commission wrote that it “is
inclined to allow the JOUs to address these issues in their SGT reports to be filed on
October 1, 2014, Those reports should provide information about the customer usage data
currently being collected and contemplated to be collected.™

Second, as demonstrated by the attached letters, third parties utilize technologies,
particularly the information on customer energy consumption that smart grid technologies
are capable of collecting.'® PlotWatt, for example, states:

PlotWatt utilizes data and information from the utility’s Advanced Metering

Infrastructure (“AMI”) meters to assist consumers in saving money. Data

and information allows PlotWatt to deliver much-needed energy savings

tools to consumers, including our patent-pending energy disaggregation

service which enables homes and businesses to learn about their appliance-

level energy usage and opportunitics for savings. Our technology is

currently installed in thousands of homes and small businesses around the
world, saving our customers an[] average of 10-15% on energy bills. In

7 Rule R8-60.1(c)X7).

8 DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supranote 4, p. 42; DEP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, p. 38.

% Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to Initiate Rulemaking, p. 12,
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013).

10 Exhibit A; Exhibit B.
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service territories where utilities provide third-parties with access to meter-
level data and information upon authorization by the consumer, PlotWatt is
already delivering invaluable insight on energy consumption. . . . PlotWatt
believes that the statement of Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy
Progress that “No third-parties currently utilize any of the planned
technologies[]” is incorrect.'!

Mission:data’s letter contains similar assertions.'?

Clearly, numerous companies are
actively utilizing smart grid technologies in other states, and are willing and able do so in
North Carolina.

Third, Duke appears to misinterpret the temporal component of what this section
of the rule is requiring. The Commission clearly expects information on “how third parties
will implement or utilize” the smart grid technologies, but Duke’s response is that no
“third-parties currently utilize any of the planned technologies.”'> While NCSEA and EDF
dispute the notion that no third-parties currently utilize these smart grid technologies, Duke
clearly fails to comply with the rule because its response does not include any prospective
information.

Fourth and finally, Duke appears to misunderstand the scope of what this rule is
requiring. Despite its assertion that third parties do not utilize these technologies, Duke
has in place procedures which, although NCSEA and EDF believe them to be inadequate,
are designed to transfer customer-specific information from Duke to third parties and
procedures for how customers authorize the release of such information. Given that the

Commission believes “transfers of customer-specific information from the utility to third

parties, and how customers will authorize that information for release by the utility to third

11 Exhibit A, pp. 1-2.

12 See generally, Exhibit B, pp. 2-3.

13 Rule R8-60.1(c)(8) (emphasis added); DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 42; DEP
2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, p. 38 (emphasis added).
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parties[]” to be subsets of “how third parties will implement or utilize any portion of the
technology,” it is clear that Rule R8-60.1(c)(8) is applicable to Duke, and that a description
of these procedures should have been included in the SGT plans filed by Duke.

In a different regard, the SGT plans filed by Duke fail to mention the Green Button
Initiative, a federal data initiative related to energy designed to provide “consumers with
secure access to their own personal . . . energy . . . data[.]”!* Green Button is available to
more than 60 million customers in the U.S., with 105 companies currently participating or
committed to participate, including 35 utilities.!”> While DNCP is participating in Green
Button, Duke makes no mention of the initiative in its filings, nor its rationale for deciding
not to participate in the program.'® Even though DNCP is participating, only customers on
time-of-use rates can use Green Button to view their energy consumption data.!” This
means that in North Carolina, only 312 residential customers of the three companies can
use Green Button to view their energy consumption data,'®

Despite the directives of both Rule R8-60.1 and the Commission’s erder in Docket

E-100, Sub 137, the utilities fail to include adequate “description[s] . . . of how third parties

14 John Teeter, The Green Button Initiative, National Institute of Standards and
Technology, p- 2,
https://services.greenbuttondata.org/library/presentations/Green_Button Overview_Sept2
014.pdf. “There are two flavors of Green Button — Green Button Download, which requires
a user to manually download their usage data and upload it to third-party applications, and
Green Button Connect, which lets the user authorize a third party to have consistent access
to that user’s data. While Green Button Download is a useful first step, it has limited use
because the customer must manually download the data stream each time a comparison is
required.” Exhibit B, pp. 8-9.

'S The Green Button Initiative, p. 4; Green Button, http://www.greenbuttondata.org.

16 DNCP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 6, p. 6.

"7 Exhibit 1 (NCSE4 DNCP DR2, Question No. 2-16, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub
141).

18 g xhibit J (NCSEA DNCP DR2, Question No. 2-17, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub
141).
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will implement or utilize any portion of the technology, including transfers of customer-
specific information from the utility to third parties, and how customers will authorize that
information for release by the utility to third parties.” Accordingly, the Commission is not
adequately informed as to whether customers are receiving the benefits of greater access
to energy consumption data that smart grid technologies provide.

III. THE SGT PLANS FILED BY THE UTILITIES FAIL TO INCLUDE
COST-BENEFIT  ANALYSES, AS  REQUIRED BY
RULE R$-60.1(c)(d), FAIL TO INCORPORATE THE ANALYSES
PERFORMED IN THE INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANS FILED
IN THIS DOCKET, AND FAIL TO PROVIDE THE COMMISSION
WITH THE SAME LEVEL OF INFORMATION AS WAS
PROVIDED TO REGULATORY BODIES IN OTHER STATES,
EVEN THOUGH THE UTILITIES HAVE DEVELOPED SOME
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSES.

In response to the directive concerning cost-benefit analyses, the utilities provided
no cost-benefit analyses whatsoever in their filed SGT plans. Costs were discussed at
various points and benefits were discussed at differing points, but nowhere do the filed
SGT plans contain cost-benefit analyses. Accordingly, the SGT plans filed by the utilities
are necessarily deficient in this regard. The utilities may argue that there are no cost-benefit
analyses in the filed SGT plans because there are no firmly scheduled deployment plans.
This filing is intended to be a forecast, not a schedule or a summary of projects that have
already been implemented. During the development of Rule R8-60.1, the Public Staff
wrote that “the utilities routinely forecast events with varying degrees of certainty[] . . .
These events, like smart grid technologies and their impacts, should be based on informed

judgments.”™ The Commission cannot permit the utilities to circumvent or short-circuit

19 public Staff’s Reply Comments, p. 3, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 126 (26 March
2010).
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the rule, particularly given that the utilities appear to have done some cost-benefit analyses
for their North Carolina service territories and that cost-benefit analyses done by utilities
in other jurisdictions show that smart grid technologies provide a net benefit to customers.

The omission of cost-benefit analyses from the SGT plans filed by the utilities may
be the result of confusion between the various parties as to how detailed an analysis of the
costs and benefits of a particular piece of technology must be in order for it to be considered
a cost-benetit analysis as the term is used in Rule R8-60.1(c}4). Inresponse to initial data
requests seeking cost-benefit analyses, Duke referred NCSEA to the SGT plans that had
been filed with the Commission.?? In response to a further document request seeking more
specific documents, Duke responded with presentations to its Grid Modernization
Oversight Committee that included quantified costs and benefits for certain smart grid
technologies.?’ The costs and benefits contained in these presentations were not included
in the filed SGT plans, nor was any underlying analysis. NCSEA and EDF believe that if
these quantified costs and benefits are based on underlying formal cost-benefit analyses
performed by Duke, the underlying analyses should have been included in the filed SGT

plans. NCSEA and EDF also believe that, in the alternative, if these quantified costs and

20 See generally, Exhibit K (NCSEA DEC DRI, Item No. 1-7, Commission Docket No. E-
100, Sub 141); Exhibit L (NCSEA DEP DRI, Item No. 1-7, Commission Docket No. E-
100, Sub 141).
2l [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL)]

[END CONFIDENTIAL]
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benefits are based on rough calculations, the quantified costs and benefits as they appeared
in the internal presentations should have been included in the filed SGT plans.

As originally approved by the Commission, Rule R8-60.1 required the utilities to
file their SGT plans by 1 July 2013, and biennially thereafter.” However, the utilities
petitioned the Commission to amend the rule to require the plans be filed by 1 October
2014, and biennially thereafter.”* One of the reasons cited by the utilities in requesting a
change in the filing deadline for the initial SGT plans from 1 July 2013 to 1 October 2014
was because “developing the SGT Plan for an odd-year July [ filing date that does not
correspond with the Utilities’ even-year IRP requirement may mean that the Ultilities will
not be able to incorporate the analysis from that year’s planned September 1 IRP update
and, therefore, may have to rely upon results from the prior year’s IRP, which may be
nearly 10 months old.”** Despite the utilities assertion that “there is substantial value in
using [the utilities’] most current IRP analyses to develop future SGT Plans[,]” and the
Commission granting the utilities fifteen extra months to compile their SGT plans, the SGT
plans filed by the utilities fail to comply with Rule R8-60.1 because they contain little to
no analysis, much less any analysis that builds on, or is even comparable to, the analysis
included in the IRPs filed in this docket.?’

North Carolina is not the only state where utilities have filed long-term plans for

the implementation of smart grid technologies. In a case before the Indiana Utility

2 Order Amending Commission Rule R8-60 and Adopting Commission Rule R8-60.1,
Appendix A, p. 2, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 126 (11 April 2012).

23 See generally, Dominion NC Power, Duke and PEC's Joint Motion {0 Amend Rule RS-
60.1(h), Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 126 (10 April 2013).

21d,p. 3.
B Jd See generally, Order Amending Rule R8-60.1, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub

126 (6 May 2013).

10
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Regulatory Commission, Duke Energy Indiana provided much greater detail about its plans
for the deployment of smart grid technologies. The filing provided detailed information
for numerous smart grid technologies related to budget, timeframe, project description,
current state, desired state, benefits to customers, reliability, operation, and integrity, and
risks of not doing the project.?® A cost-benefit analysis performed by Duke Energy Ohio
and submitted to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio estimated the net present value
of cumulative savings due to the implementation of smart grid technologies to be $294.35
million after twenty years.?’

In 2013, a Duke Energy executive identified $238 million in savings due to smart
grid and distributed automation projects in all service areas.”® If Duke Energy has
calculated these savings for all its subsidiaries, DEC and DEP should be capable of
calculating these savings and including them in their SGT plans. Duke included no cost-
benefit analyses in its filed SGT plans, despite describing how Duke Energy’s Emerging
Technology Office provides benefits to Duke’s customers in North Carolina.®
Additionally, in its filed SGT plans, Duke goes to great detail to explain the internal
corporate development process for new technologies, including several stages in the
process where costs and benefits are assessed, but fails to explain these assessments in

detail or provide the quantitative analysis.*® If Duke is evaluating the costs and benefits of

2 See generally, Exhibit C.

27 Exhibit D, p. 38.

2 Mark Wyatt, Duke Energy Grid Modemization Update, presented at IEEE PES
Conference, p. 12 (26 February 2013), hitp://sites.ieee.org/isgt/files/2013/03/Wyait.pdf.
2 DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 8; DEP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, p. 8.

30 DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, pp.12-20; DEP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, pp.
12-20.

il
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technologies at all these various points and stages in its internal corporate development
process, it is clearly capable of providing these cost-benefit analyses in its SGT plans.

The utilities” failure to provide cost-benefit analyses is all the more curious given
the discussion of replacing aging transmission and distribution equipment and meters with
smart grid technologies in their filed SGT plans.*! By providing no description or cost-
benefit analysis of these efforts, one could reasonably interpret Duke’s filed SGT plans as
meaning the utilities expect no transmission or distribution equipment at substations and
field locations to require replacement over the next five-years and be replaced by newer,
advanced SGT, as is the current practice.

IV. THE SGT PLANS FILED BY THE UTILITIES FAIL TO INCLUDE
ADEQUATE TECHNOLOGY DESCRIPTIONS, AS REQUIRED BY
RULE R8-60.1(c)(1).

In response to the directive concerning technology descriptions, Duke provides
generalized information about certain smart grid technologies, such as distributed
automation, advanced metering infrastructure (“AMI”), microgrids, and distributed energy
generation, but not detailed descriptions of technologies.”> DNCP also provides

generalized information without detailed descriptions about AMI meters, improvements to

31 «[17]pgrades to transmission and distribution equipment at substations and field locations
has been a continual process as part of normal operations and maintenance. For example,
when substation devices are removed for failure or scheduled maintenance, they are often
replaced with equipment that can be remotely monitored and controlled through SCADA
systems. . . . In addition to DA, Duke Energy is also upgrading the metering infrastructure.
The Company’s proposed AMI solution will be a fully automated metering system that
provides two-way communications between the meter and the back office data systems,
and would be capable of performing remote operations of the meter, including remote
meter reads, upgrades, and disconnections and reconnections, among other attributes.”
DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 22; DEP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, p. 22.

32 DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, pp. 3-4, 10, 22-24, 26-28, & 35-36; DEP 2014 SGT
Plan, supra note 5, pp. 3-4, 10, 22-24, & 26-28.

12
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transmission operations, and its microgrid demonstration project.>*> However, the lack of
detailed technological descriptions means the filed SGT plans fail to provide enough
specific information to adequately inform the Commission and stakeholders about utility
plans for implementing smart grid technologies.

Grid-wide improvements have the potential to reduce losses that occur before
energy reaches end-users. Accordingly, information about grid-wide improvements is
important to ensure that North Carolina’s citizens are receiving all the benefits that smart
grid technologies provide. However, only DEC discussed Integrated Volt-Var Control
(“IVVC?), also referred to as Volt/VAR Optimization, in its filed SGT plan.** In its IRP,
DEC noted that it expects deployment of IVVC to reduce future distribution-only peak
needs by 1.0% in 2020 and beyond, but DEC did not include these projections in its filed
SGT plan.*® The lack of discussion about this technology in DEP’s filed SGT plan is
notable because DEP discussed the technology in its recent IRP.*® In that filing, DEP
estimated that the implementation of IVVC technology would save over 71,500 MWh in
2028.37 Based on filed IRPs, it is clear that Duke believes IVVC will save energy.
However, Duke’s filed SGT Plans fail to provide any information about IVVC beyond that
which is contained in the IRPs. In contrast, Duke Energy subsidiaries have provided
sufficient information to regulatory agencies in other states to allow them to make educated

decisions about what would be best for their ratepayers. For example, a cost-benefit

3 DNCP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 6, pp. 1-3.

3% DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 36.

35 DEC's 2014 IRP and REPS Compliance Plan, p. 105, Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 141 (2 September 2014).

36 DEP 2014 IRP (Redacted) and Testimony, pp. 96-97, Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 141 (2 September 2014).

TH., p. 97.
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analysis performed by Duke Energy Indiana found that it would be cost-effective to invest
approximately $122 million in IVVC over seven years because the technology would
produce 2% in annual energy savings for customers.*®

Nationwide, approximately 43% of residential customers have AMI meters.* In
North Carolina, however, only 8.4% of the residential customers of the utilities have AMI
meters.*® This lack of deployment is not because the utilities are unfamiliar with the
technologies. By 2015, Duke estimates it will have installed over 1,250,000 AMI meters
nationwide, while DEC has installed approximately 325,000 AMI meters and DEP has
installed approximately 54,706 AMI meters in their respective North Carolina service
areas.*! Dominion has installed approximately 260,000 AMI meters in its Virginia service

area, but none in its North Carolina service arca.*

*# Exhibit C, pp. 10-11.

3 Utility-Scale Smart Meter Deployments: Building Block of the Evolving Power Grid, p.
1, The Edison Foundation Institute for Electric Innovation (September 2014); DEC 2014
SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 4; DEP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 5, p. 4.

40 The utilities have a total of 237,384 residential AMI meters installed: DEC has installed
182,678 residential AMI meters; DEP has installed 54,706; DNCP has none installed.
Exhibit E (NCSEA DEC DRI, Item No. 1-2, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 141);
Exhibit F (NCSEA DEP DR2, Item No. 2-1, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 141);
DNCP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 6, p. 4. The three utilities have a total of 2,816,458
residential accounts in North Carolina: DEC has 1,610,269; DEP has 1,104,867, DNCP
has 101,322. Application for Approval of REPS Cost Recovery Riders and 2013 REPS
Compliance Report, Byrd Exhibit No. 1, p. 4, Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 1052 (5
March 2014); Duke Energy Progress, Inc.’s Direct Testimony and Redacted Exhibits of
Byrd and Williams, Duke Energy Progress 2013 REPS Compliance Report, p. 5,
Commission Docket No. E-2, Sub 1043 (23 June 2014); Application for Approval of Cost
Recovery for Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard Compliance, p.
4, Commission Docket No. E-22, Sub 514 (28 August 2014).

41 Grid Modernization FAQs, Duke Energy Corporation, hitp://www.duke-
energy.com/about-us/smart-grid-faq.asp; DEC 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 4, p. 4
Exhibit F.

Y DNCP 2014 SGT Plan, supra note 6, p. 1.

14
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AMI meters allow customers to participate in time-based pricing, which can range
from TOU pricing to dynamic pricing. TOU pricing sets predetermined rates based on
operating costs for periods of time during the day that are determined to be on-peak and
off-peak based on overall system demand. In contrast, rates for dynamic pricing, which
includes critical peak pricing and real-time pricing, are determined by real-time, or close
to real-time, changes in marginal costs that vary with supply and demand.¥® When a
customer choses to be billed using time-based pricing, the utilities will typically install an
AMI meter to allow for the necessary data to be captured to allow for the billing structure.
Providing a variety of time-based pricing options for customers can create equality in
electricity pricing, increase customer awareness of their energy use, and promote

alternative control options to manage energy consumption.*® Despite these benefits,

43 A utility’s marginal costs are the added costs of increasing electricity generation by one
unit from different sources of electricity generation, i.e. conventional resources and clean
energy resources.

* One time-based pricing option is for a utility to notify customers in advance of peak
periods of energy demand. The Commission has previously noted that smart grid
technologies will increase the opportunity for the utilities to provide such advance notice
and has recommended and strongly encouraged the utilities pursue opportunities for
notitying customers in advance of periods of peak energy demand. Order Approving
DSM/EE Rider and Requiring Filing of Proposed Customer Notice, p. 23, Commission
Docket No. E-7, Sub 1031 (29 October 2013); Report of the NCUC to the Governor,
Environmental Review Com. & Joint Legislative Utility Review Com., p. 48, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 116 (2 September 2008); Order Denying Rulemaking Petition, pp.
10-11, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 133 (30 October 2012). NCSEA has
previously encouraged the Commission to require the utilities address how they will
provide customers with notice of forecasted periods of peak demand. See generally,
NCSEA'’s Post-Hearing Brief, pp. 14-17, Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 1026 (19
August 2013); NCSEA’s Filing Instead of Post-Hearing Brief, pp. 7-10, Commission
Docket No. E-2, Sub 1030 (17 October 2013). In considering these issues, the Commission
wrote that it “encourages DEC, NCSEA, and other interested parties to comment on the
advance notice of peak usage possibilities in the smart grid technology proceeding.” Order
Approving DSM/EE Rider and Requiring Filing of Proposed Customer Notice, p. 23,
Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 1031 (29 October 2013). In its filed SGT plan, DEC
noted that “there is a draft pilot rider being evaluated to provide customers with a peak

15
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however, adoption of TOU rates has been extremely limited in North Carolina. DEC
currently has only 2,340 residential TOU customers in the State.*” DEP’s residential
customer participation in TOU rates has declined over the years, from approximately
27,000 customers in 2006 to 26,000 customers in 2012 to 25,387 currently.*® DNCP hasa
mere 312 residential TOU customers in North Carolina.*’

RELIEF REQUESTED

NCSEA and EDF submit that the SGT plans filed by the utilities fail to provide
sufficient detail to comply with Rule R8-60.1, and therefore fail to provide enough
information to allow the Commission and stakeholders to determine whether the utilities
have thoroughly developed their SGT plans. Because of these deficiencies, NCSEA and
EDF request that the Commission require the utilities file supplemental information in this
docket to fully comply with Rule R8-60.1, and require such information be included in all

future SGT plans filed in accordance with the rule.* NCSEA and EDF recognize that it

time rebate during Company-designated peak load periods, known as Critical Peak
Events[,]” referring to DEC’s proposed pilot Peak Time Credit Program. DEC 2014 SGT
Plan, supra note 4, p. 43; see generally, DEC’s Proposed Pilot Peak Time Credit Program,
Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 1026 (7 November 2014). However, neither DEP nor
DNCP discuss notifying customers prior to periods of peak energy demand.

4> Exhibit G (NCSEA DEC DRI, Item No. 1-21, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 141).
Curiously, DEC stated that it has only deployed 1,266 residential TOU meters. Exhibit E.
4 Post Hearing Brief of NCSEA, p. 14, Commission Docket No. E-2, Sub 1023 (29 April
2013); Exhibit H (NCSEA DEP DRI, Item No. 1-21, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub
141).

*7 Exhibit J.

8 NCSEA and EDF also request the Commission require the utilities include in their SGT
plans information about projects that were considered but ultimately cancelled and the
rationale for the cancellation. Such a requirement would be consistent with Commission
expectations for the contents of other mid- and long-term planning filings. For example,
in the development of the current version of the rule governing IRP filings, the Commission
stated that it “expects the utilities’ IRP filings...to fully consider DSM and EE options and
to explain the reasons that a utility chose to either include or decline to include specific
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may not be efficient to require the utilities to rewrite their SGT plans from scratch to
include additional information to address the deficiencies noted in these comments.
Therefore, NCSEA and EDF request that the Commission decline to issue an order
accepting the SGT plans filed by the utilities until additional information has been provided
by the utilities to address deficiencies through either reply comments or in a supplemental
filings. Furthermore, NCSEA and EDF request that the Commission require this
supplemental information include a cost-benefit analysis for full smart grid deployment by
each utility throughout its territory. Duke Energy has already performed such analyses in
Indiana and Ohio. A cost-benefit analysis for full smart grid deployment is the best way
for the Commission to determine whether the utilities’ SGT plans are reasonable.
Alternatively, Rule R8-60.1(d) gives the Commission the discretion to hold a
hearing to address issues raised by the Public Staff or other intervenors. Given that the
utilities have filed their initial SGT plans pursuant to Rule R8-60.1 and NCSEA and EDF
have raised significant issues regarding the SGT plans filed by the utilities, should the
Commission decline to require the utilities file supplemental information, NCSEA and

4 A hearing would allow the Public

EDF request the Commission hold such a hearing.
Staff and intervenors to provide expert testimony and information about the level, amount,

and type of content that should be included in the utilities” SGT plans, and would therefore

allow the Commissioners to determine whether the SGT plans filed by the utilities

programs in its resource plans.” Order Adopting Final Rules, p. 85, Commission Docket
No. E-100, Sub 113 (29 February 2008).

4 NCSEA and EDF request a hearing only for the initial SGT plans filed by the utilities.
NCSEA and EDF believe that if a hearing is held to address the deficiencies in the initial
SGT plans, future SGT plans filed by the utilities should become routine and require few,
if any, subsequent hearings.
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adequately present information about the implementation of smart grid technologies by the
utilities.

Finally, NCSEA and EDF urge the Commission to view this as an appropriate time
to open a rulemaking docket to adopt clear data access policies for the State. NCSEA
previously advocated that the Commission open a rulemaking docket on this issue and
Duke has stated that it would not object to such a proceeding.® At that time, the
Commission declined to initiate rulemaking, stating “it will be a more efficient use of time
and resources to utilize the information provided in the 10Us' SGT plans to assist in
determining whether a rulemaking is needed and, if so, the parameters of any proposed
new rules.”! The utilities have now filed their initial SGT plans, and the plans are deficient
in addressing the accessibility of customer usage information. Accordingly, NCSEA and
EDF request the Commission revisit the issue and initiate rulemaking on the issue of data
access. For smart grid technologies to be of the most benefit to customers, data access
policies need to be well-defined, enable ease of process, and provide granularity of data.

NCSEA and EDF note that the adoption of clear data access policies at this time
will benefit customers even if smart grid technologies are installed gradually over a longer
period of time. For example, “Green Button Connect is time-interval agnostic. Whether

the utility billing interval is monthly, hourly, 15-minute or 5-minute, all time resolutions

>0 See generally, NCSEA's Comments, p. 16, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (5
February 2013); Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to Initiate
Rulemaking, p. 5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013) (“Duke states
that it has engaged in a dialogue with NCSEA and the Public Staff about NCSEA’s
concerns regarding access to customer data and would not object to a Commission
rulemaking proceeding on the subject™).

SV Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to Initiate Rulemaking, p. 12,
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013).
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(and all customer classes — residential, commercial, industrial) are supported by the Green
Button Connect standard, making it truly universal.”*> By adopting clear data access
policies at this time, the Commission can ensure that customers receive the economic
benefits associated with having access to their energy consumption data, regardless of
whether they have an AMR meter or an AMI meter.

NCSEA and EDF recognize that the Commission will have to confront and resolve
the need to facilitate access to energy usage data while safeguarding customer privacy. The
Commission can achieve this by establishing well-defined data access policies that provide
access to energy usage data for awareness and control purposes, while protecting sensitive
information about customers and their utility services.

Ease of process can be created by allowing customers to utilize electronic consent
forms, non-disclosure agreements, or information transfer agreements. NCSEA has
previously noted there is no standardization between the utilities in the forms used by
customers to authorize the utilities release their data to a third party, nor a standard method

of access to or submission of these forms.® The Commission recognized that the utilities

52 Exhibit B, p. 10.

3 NCSEA's Corrected IRP Comments, pp. 25-26, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
(16 May 2014). At that time, NCSEA also noted at that time that the form used by Duke
authorized only a single release of data to a third party, while the form used by DNCP
authorized an ongoing release of information for a specified period of time. Id., p. 25.
NCSEA and EDF request that in rulemaking the Commission adopt DNCP’s more
reasonable approach. At that time, NCSEA also noted that forms did not appear to be
available online for any of the utilities. /d, pp. 25-26. In response, Duke stated that “DEC
and DEP do have an online ‘Energy Data Request Form,’ for independent third parties with
a need to use customer data.” DEC and DEP’s Reply Comments, p. 18, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 May 2014). Informally, Duke also provided NCSEA with
the address of a website where third parties could request customer data. Energy Data
Request Form, available at https://www.signup4.net/Public/ap.aspx?EID=ENER111E.
While available online, the website is not easily accessible from Duke’s website. Further,
it does not appear there is an electronic form on Duke’s website for customers to authorize
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“may be able to more readily facilitate the authorization for such sharing by creating a
standard authorization form[,]” but the utilities have not done s0.%* NCSEA has also
previously noted that the forms used by Duke for a customer to authorize the utility to
release data to a third party describe a fee that must be paid by a third party requesting
customer information.” At that time, NCSEA stated that the issue was more appropriately
addressed in the smart grid planning process, and NCSEA and EDF now raise the issue
and request the Commission address whether it is appropriate for the utilities to charge a
fee for access to information that belongs to a customer.’® NCSEA and EDF note that fees
charged for access to data by third parties were not addressed in any of the filed SGT plans.
The Commission can create ease of process by requiring the utilities standardize their
authorization forms and make the forms accessible and able to be submitied online.
Awareness and control of energy consumption can be optimized if data access
policies ensure granular time-based data is accessible. This data is key to the utilities and
third parties providing energy management services to the customer. Many services and
products, such as an EMS and time-based pricing, are obsolete without energy usage data.
Granularity of data can be dictated by the Commission based on available and installed
technologies. Transparency can be created by adopting carefully crafted policies giving

customers control over their data.

the release their data to third parties. NCSEA and EDF request that in rulemaking the
Commission make such forms available the utilities’ websites, easily accessible, and in a
form that can be submitted to the utility with an electronic signature.

** Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to Initiate Rulemaking, p. 10,
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013).

3 See generally, NCSEA's Corrected IRP Comments, p. 25, footnote 14, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (16 May 2014).

% 1d.
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CONCLUSION

As discussed in detail above, NCSEA and EDF believe that the filed SGT plans fail
to comply with Rule R8-60.1. Accordingly, NCSEA and EDF request that the Commission
decline to issue an order accepting the filed SGT plans until supplemental information has
been provided by the utilities. Should the Commission decline to require the utilities file
supplemental information, NCSEA and EDF request the Commission hold a hearing as
authorized by Rule R8-60.1(d). Finally, NCSEA and EDF request the Commission initiate

rulemaking on the issue of data access.

L
Respectfully submitted, this the ? day of January, 2015.

4 o fert

Peté ] H. Ledford John T Finnigan, Jr.
Regulatory Counsel for NCSEA Environmental Defense Fund
N.C. State Bar No. 42999 Ohio State Bar No. 0018689
4800 Six Forks Road, Suite 300 Kentucky State Bar No. 86657
Raleigh, NC 27609 128 Winding Brook Lane
019-832-7601 Ext. 107 Terrace Brook, OH 45174
peter(@energync.org 513-226-9558

jfinnigan@edf.org

LDn AL
oy Teker Ledbon(
Daniel Whattle

Environmental Defense Fund

N.C. State Bar No. 20664

4000 Westchase Boulevard, Suite 510
Raleigh, NC 27607

919-881-2914

dwhittle@edf.org
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Peter Ledford g

=
From: Greg Andeck <{
Sent: Friday, January 9, 2015 8:21 AM O
To: John Finnigan L.
Cc: Ledford, Peter; Kacey Hoover I'QL
Subject: Re: Draft for this afternoon's meeting

Yes looks great. Good to go. Thanks.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 9, 2015, at 8:00 AM, John Finnigan <jfinnigan(@edf.org> wrote:

Peter — this looks great! | don’t have any further comments. If Greg is ok with it,
then you have authority to sign the document on behalf of me and Dan Whittle.

From: Ledford, Peter [mailto: peter@energync.org]

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 12:10 PM
To: Greg Andeck; John Finnigan

Cc: Kacey Hoover

Subject: Draft for this afternoon's meeting

Greg and John,

Attached is an updated draft of the comments based on feedback from Michael so that you are
armed with the most recent version before this afiernoon's meeting with the Public Staff, Greg,
I'll bring physical copies to the meeting.

Thanks,

Peter

Peter H. Ledford

Regulatory Counsel

NC Sustainable Energy Association
4800 Six Forks Roead, Suite 300
Raleigh, NC 27609

919-832-7601 ext. 107
peter@energync.org

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the senlder immediately _by retum g-mail,
dzlete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that all persons on the docket service list have been served true and
accurate copies of the foregoing Comments by hand delivery, first class mail deposited in
the U.S. mail, postage pre-paid, or by email transmission with the party’s consent.

7 L

Plter HL. Ledford

Regulatory Counsel for NCSEA
N.C. State Bar No.42999

4800 Six Forks Road, Suite 300
Raleigh, NC 27609
919-832-7601 Ext. 107
peter@energync.org

He
This the &( day of January, 2015.
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EXHIBIT A



\*J‘"Au- P -
plotwatt-

lanuary 9, 2015

-
(18
O
O
-
<
&2
TH
TH
o

Chairman Edward 5. Finley, Ir.
Commissioner Don M. Bailey
Commissioner Bryan E. Beatty
Commissioner ToNola D. Brown-Bland
Commissioner Jerry C. Dockham
Commissioner Susan Warren Rabon
Commissioner James G. Patterson
North Carolina Utilities Commisston
430 North Salisbury Street

Dobbs Building

Raleigh, NC 27603

RE: Smart Grid Technology Plans filed by Duke Energy Carolinas, Duke Energy Progress, and

Dominion North Carolina Power
{Docket No. E-100, Sub 141)

Dear Honorable Commissioners,

My name is Luke Fishback. | am the CEO of PlotWatt, Inc. PlotWattis an energy analytics
company headquartered in Durham, NC, serving residential, commercial and utility customers. We
currently employ approximately 25 full time employees, most of whom are engineers. PlotWatt has
been awarded more than $10 million in prizes, grants, and equity funding, including selection as one of
five global GE Ecomagination winners, honors from the White House, and a grant from the North

Carolina Green Business Fund.

1 have reviewed the Smart Grid Technalogy Plans filed by Duke Energy Caralinas, Duke Energy
Progress, and Dominion Neorth Carolina Power in Docket No. E-100, Sub 141. In their $mart Grid
Technology Plans, Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress state that “No third-parties
currently utilize any of the planned technologies|.]”

| am writing to make clear that third-parties do utilize the technologies that Duke Energy
Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress plan to implement. Specifically, PlotWatt utilizes data and
information from the utility’s Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) meters to assist consumers in
saving money. Data and information allows PlotWatt to deliver much-needed energy savings tools to
consumers, including our patent-pending energy disaggregation service which enables homes and
businesses to learn about their appliance-level energy usage and opportunities for savings. Our
technology is currently installed in thousands of homes and small businesses around the world, saving
our customers and average of 10-15% on energy bills. in service territories where utilities provide third-

807 E. Main St, Suite 2-220, Durham, NC 27701 - Tel: 915.246.9557 - Fax: 360.237.2986 - plotwatt.com



NN R e
plotwatt’

parties with access to meter-level data and information upon authorization by the consumer, PlotWatt
is already delivering invaluable insight on energy consumption. In North Carolina, however, the lack of
access to meter-level data necessitates consumers installing a secondary device to measure energy
consumption to provide PlotWatt with the data and information necessary to perform our analytical

services.

| know the Commission is extremely busy, but PlotWatt believes that the statement of Duke
Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress that “No third-parties currently utilize any of the planned

technologiesf]” is incorrect.

Respectfully submitted,

Lucas Fishhack

Chief Executive Officer and Founder
PlotWatt, Inc.

luke@plotwatt.com

807 £. Main St, Suite 2-220, Durham, NC 27701 - Tel: 919.246.9557 - Fax: 360.237.2586 - plotwatt.com
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EXHIBIT B



MISSION

empowering energy savings

January 9, 2015

Chairman Edward S. Finley, Jr.
Commissioner Don M. Bailey
Commissioner Bryan E. Beatty
Commissioner ToNola D. Brown-Bland
Commissioner Jerry C. Dockham
Commissioner Susan Warren Rabon
Commissioner James G. Patterson

North Carolina Utilities Commission
430 North Salisbury Street

Dobbs Building

Raleigh, NC 27603

RE: Docket No. E-100, Sub 141
Commission Rule R8-60.1, Smart Grid Technology Plan

Dear Members of the North Carolina Utilities Commission:

Mission:data is a national coalition of technology companies delivering consumer-focused
energy savings for homes and businesses. We represent a strong, vibrant ecosystem of
innovative technology companies - with sales in excess of $600 million per year - who
have developed many products leveraging smart meter data to benefit consumers and
utilities. We write to provide our informal feedback on the Smart Grid Technology plans
filed October 1, 2014, by the investor-owned utilities serving North Carolina, including
Dominion North Carolina Power, Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress.!

Energy efficiency represents an enormous economic opportunity. Approximately 40
percent of the nation’s energy use is in buildings.2 Approximately 20 percent of this
amount represents waste that can be eliminated.® More than ever, the plummeting cost of
computing power is giving consumers unprecedented low-cost opportunities to effectively
manage individual energy use decisions and achieve energy savings - significant not only
to each individual household and business but also in the aggregate.*

' Duke Progress 2014 Smart Grid Deployment Flan, October 1, 2014; Duke Carolinas 2014 Smart Grid Deployment
Plan, October 1, 2014; Virginia Electric and Power Company d/b/a Dominion North Carolina Power's Smart Grid
Technology Plan, October 1, 2014.

2.8, Department of Energy, see hittp://www.cia.gov/tools/fags/fag.cfm?id=86&E1

3 See Armel, K. Carric, et. al. Is Disaggregation the Holy Grail of Energy Efficiency? The Case of Electricily,
Technical Paper Series: PTP-2012-05-1, Precourt Energy Efficiency Center, Stanford University, 2012, p. 3

4+ Mission:data would highlight studies such as those by the Institute for Electrical Efficiency (Edison Foundation)
showing that Advanced Metering Infrastructure can achieve both significant operational savings for utilities and
consumer savings enabled by better energy management. See Institute for Electrical Efficiency, The Costs and

5>
o
O
O
=
<
O
L
L
O




Utilities have always collected energy usage information for billing purposes. Providing
customers access to their own energy information in an automated format is now enabling
consumers in several states to access innovative, low-cost technology tools that can save
them energy and money. Examples include (1} ‘no-touch” energy audits; (2} device-
specific recommendations to reduce energy use, (3) tools to manage load and reduce costs
(3) recommendations for and sizing of solar, other renewable and clean energy
installations and (4) frictionless verification of efficiency or demand response curtailments.

Mission:data therefore supports providing consumers convenient, electronic access to the
best available information about their own electricity use. Specifically, we support two
low-cost strategies, providing consumers access to

(1) their own electricity usage and pricing information through interval data
provided via the utility’s website in standardized formats, and

(2) their smart meter real-time usage data through enablement of the
Home/Business Area Network (HAN/ BAN) radio contained within the 383,000
smart meters deployed in the Carolinas, where that technical capability exists.’

With the percentage of North Carolina household income spent on residential electricity
bills approximately 75 percent higher than in states like California®, Mission:data is eager
to work with the Commission, utilities, and other stakeholders to help North Carolina
consumers save energy and money.

While the utilities’ plans offer positive recognition of the role that smart grid technologies
can play, Mission:data believes that these plans can and must be strengthened to provide
consumers access to their own energy data and full access to new tools to save energy and
money. Mission:data is puzzled by the statement in the Duke Energy plans that “No third-
parties currently utilize any of the planned technologies, nor is customer information
shared with any third-parties.”” If this statement implies that third-parties implementing

Benefits of Smart Meters for Residential Customers, July 2011. See also the California Public Utilities Commission,
Resolution E-4527, referencing the application of Southern California Edison for approval of its AMI deployments,
an application that cited approximately $1.1 billion in operational benefits and more than $800 million in consumer,

demand-side reduction benefits.

5 Duke Energy Cavolinas 2014 Smart Grid T echnology Plan; October 1, 2014, p.4. and Duke Energy Progress,
2014 Smart Grid Technology Plan, October 1, 2014, p. 4. These reports indicate that DEC has installed 325,000
smart meters and DEP has installed 58,000 smart meters in their service territories of North Carolina and South
Carolina, although the breakdown within each state is not specified.

8 This calculation is based on Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, 2012 comparisons of
monthly residential electricity bills by state hitp://www.eia.gov/electricity/sales_revenue price/pdfftables a.pdf
divided by household income as found at http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/INC1 10213/06.48,37,00.
Calculations using these sources suggest that residential electricity bills consumer about 3% of the average
household income in North Carolina, compared to about 1.7% in California.

7 See Duke Energy Carolinas 2014 Smart Grid Technology Plan; October 1, 2014, p.42, and Duke Energy Progress,
2014 Smart Grid Technology Plan, October 1, 2014; p. 38.
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